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Abstrak 
 
Today, innovation management became primary determinant for effective and 
efficient working in existing organizations. This article provides an overview of the 
key driven factors toward innovation focusing on innovation management in the 
public sector, and with the aim to improve the public environment and public 
performance, we fill the missing link from the existing model of several researchers, 
which it will described by several literature review. The basic approach in this 
article is to juxtapose a review of existing literature regarding key driven factors 
toward innovation in public sector and its consequences. The idea that there is a 
missing link variable between leadership, organizational culture, professionalism 
and innovation that is called commitment. And I find the intrinsic motivation as an 
output of high organizational commitment. 
An integrated approach is needed to support the innovation within the public sector, 
future research is needed to find the relationship between responsiveness, 
organizational politics, ethics & morality toward commitment as an antecedent of 
public innovation. The practical and scientific value of this paper is describes an 
integrated approach toward public sector innovation.  
 
Kata kunci : Innovation management; Leadership; Organizational culture;  
     Professionalism; Commitment; Public innovation. 
 
 
1 Introduction 
 
We live in century in which ability for innovating became primary determinant for effective and 
efficient working in existing organizations. Globalization that it’s happening in the world provoke 
continuous changes which on the other hands need growing continuous and appropriate 
innovations in existing organizations. This kind of working leads the necessity of new way 
working which is different from the traditional (bureaucratic way). Entrepreneurship as a 
characteristic of human activity is to date long ago. People should develop the abilities for 
entrepreneurship for ensure its own survival. Entrepreneurship is connected with forming new 
businesses. Furthermore, it is a way of leaving and working. Entrepreneurs are people of a new 
time who are encouraging and developing business. Intrapreneurship is connected with working 
in existing organizations, but it can be used everywhere, also in the bureaucratic organizations. 
These organizations are: factories, faculty, schools, hospitals, public administrations etc. 
 
When we talk about who is entrepreneur, we can say that there is no person who doesn’t want to 
have his own business once in his life. Every person wants to have freedom in decision making, 
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be successful, have a lot of money, but these reasons are not enough for some person to be 
successful entrepreneur. 
 
Entrepreneurs are people of new age; they establish and develop their own business. But, when 
we are talking about intrapreneurship, this term is coined in 1985 from Gifford Pinchot III. He 
thinks that with establishing intrapreneurship in productive and un-productive organization, they 
become more effective in their work. Intrapreneurs find out new ideas and make them in profitable 
reality (Pinchot III, 1999). For that reason Gifford Pinchot III named them “dreamers who do”. 
Intrapreneurship is a method of using intrapreneurial spirit where are the most good people and 
resources: at organization (Pinchot III, 1985). After research made on 18 organizations in 
Republic of Macedonia there are data that enables to get a real picture about functioning and 
influencing of intrapreneurship in large organization. The new principles of working are dictating 
the new way which is different from the way bureaucracy works (Pinchot III, 1993). 
Intrapreneurship is the process of entrepreneurship inside an organization. They ‘put ideas into 
action’. To be an intrapreneurs the ideas do not have to be new, but they do need to make a focused 
effort to action an idea. Staffs in the Public Service who have a significant role in driving an idea 
to uptake are intrapreneurs. Intrapreneurial innovation is the process of ‘staff putting new ideas 
into action inside their organization’.  
 
According to the needs of the market large organization must be innovative, and open for 
innovating new products/ services. New product/services, can be new to the world, new to the 
public sector, or new to the type of use that it has been put to. An idea that is only new to the 
organization is better described as adoption rather than innovation, but is nevertheless a powerful 
process of fostering innovative best practice. New ideas can refer to new products or services like 
the Export Credit Office; new processes like the way the Education Review Office is now 
providing advisory audits in partnership with the schools; or new management systems like the 
way ACC is now handling claims. New ideas are only proposals or inventions until they have 
been put into practice the first time. Then they become an innovation. Further use of that 
innovation is then called adoption and diffusion. 
 
The primary motivators to innovate for commercial firms are to maintain or increase profits and 
thus to survive in a highly competitive global economy. There is powerful incentive then for 
private enterprises to innovate to cut costs, improve market share, and create better value or 
quality products and services. In contrast, innovation in public service organizations has not 
historically featured as a critical determinant of survival, no doubt due to the fact that, compared 
to the private sector, these operate under a very different set of pressures, interests, restrictions, 
and demands. In general, the public sector is acknowledged as being a far more complex open 
system than the private sector. As such, innovation has not characteristically been given high 
priority in public services (Bhatta, 2003). To date, incentive to innovate for public sector 
organizations and their employees has been low and the risk associated with innovation high. It 
is thus not surprising that innovation in this sector has not had a high profile. 
 
Even so, government and public services can and do innovate in order to develop new solutions 
to old problems; more effectively use resources and meet needs; and refine strategies and tactics. 
It is just, as Mulgan and Albury (2003) explain, that innovation in the public sector is typically 
seen as “an optional extra or an added burden” (p.5), rather than as a core activity that is both 
necessary and of significant value, albeit a different type of value to that sought by the private 
sector. Donahue (2005) points out the obvious, but perhaps overlooked, truth that, since public 
organizations touch the interests of so many and are often entrusted with socially important tasks, 
innovation in this sector is crucial. Since such innovation enables new needs to be met, and old 
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needs to be met more effectively, it can result in far greater value than the gains achieved in 
analogous improvements in corporate environments. 
 
That said, in the last twenty years there has been a growing realization among policy makers that 
the public sector should learn how to innovate, if it were to respond adequately to a rapidly 
changing environment and citizen’s/business expectations. A variety of drivers lie behind the 
current push for public sector innovation, among which most prominent is the need to provide 
prompt, improved and personalized public services to citizens. 
 
Another key factor has been the drive to contain costs and improve efficiency both in the provision 
of public services and in the way the public sector operates. This has been even more pronounced 
in view of increasingly tighter budgetary/fiscal constraints. As Mulgan and Albury (2003) point 
out, cost of public services tends to rise faster than the rest of the economy because of lack of 
competition in the public sector and because gains in labor efficiency lag behind gains in capital 
efficiency. As a result, in order to avoid public service costs increasing ahead of the economy, 
innovation to increase efficiency must occur. Alternatively, to address the pressure to contain 
costs governments have tried to cut direct costs (mainly by reducing the wage bill) and 
restructuring the work and operations of the public sector. In view of the above discussion, and 
building on the framework put forward by Mulgan and Albury (2003), the summaries of the key 
factors driving public sector innovation are (1) to respond more effectively to altered public needs 
and rising expectations [“one-size-fits-all” approach outdated]; (2) to contain costs and increase 
efficiency, especially in view of tight budgetary constraints; (3) to improve delivery and outcomes 
of public services, including addressing areas where past policies have made little progress. 
 
 
2 What is Innovation 
 
According to Mulgan and Albury (2003) “Successful innovation is the creation and 
implementation of new processes, products, services and methods of delivery which result in 
significant improvements in outcomes efficiency, effectiveness or quality”. Mulgan and Albury’s 
definition appears straight forward and clear in its meaning, but as with most definitions of 
innovation masks the actual complexity of this subject area. Leadbeater (2003) observed that “The 
process of innovation is lengthy, interactive and social; many people with different talents, skills 
and resources have to come together”. Four decades of studying innovation in the private sector 
and almost twenty years of interest in innovation in the public sector has shown that innovation 
is a multi-faceted phenomenon that emerges in the context of numerous intervening variables, 
with no simple universal formula existing that can be applied to ensure successful innovation 
(Borins, 2001). 
 
Various categorizations of innovation have been put forward by the existing literature. A common 
typology applicable to both private sector and public sectors differentiates between three types of 
innovation (Baker, 2002), i.e. Process; Product/Service; and Strategy/Business Concept 
innovation. The five main types of innovation that related to the provision and delivery of public 
services: 
 Strategy/Policy, e.g. new missions, objectives, strategies and rationales. 
 Service/Product, e.g. changes in features and design of services/products. 
 Delivery, e.g. new or altered ways of delivering services or otherwise interacting with 
clients. 
 Process, e.g. new internal procedures, policies and organizational forms. 
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 System interaction, e.g. new or improved ways of interacting with other actors and 
knowledge bases, changes in governance. 
 
Another way of conceptualizing innovation relates to its different levels which, in turn, reflect its 
varying degrees of impact. The most commonly accepted categorization in this regard ranges 
from incremental, to radical to transformative innovation. As Mulgan and Albury (2003) explain 
innovation can be seen: 
 Incremental: here one could do Innovations that represent minor changes to existing 
services or processes. The majority of innovations are incremental in nature, those that 
do not attract headlines and rarely change how organizations are structured or inter and 
intra organizational relations. However incremental innovations are critical to the pursuit 
of improvements in the public sector, because they contribute small but continuous 
improvements in services, supporting the tailoring of services to individual and local 
needs and supporting value-for-money. 
 Radical: Less frequent are innovations that either involves the development of new 
services or the introduction of fundamentally new ways of doing things in terms of 
organizational processes or service delivery. Whilst such radical innovations do not alter 
the overall dynamics of a sector, they can bring about a significant improvement in 
performance for the innovating organization and alter the expectations of service users. 
 Transformative/Systemic: Most rare are transformative innovations that give rise to new 
workforce structures and new types of organization, transform entire sectors, and 
dramatically change relationships between organizations. Typically such innovations 
take decades to have their full effect, requiring fundamental changes in organizational, 
social and cultural arrangements. 
 
Levels of Innovation (Christensen and Laergreid, 2001). 
 Sustaining, i.e. organizations move on an established trajectory by improving 
performance of existing services/systems. 
 Discontinuous/Disruptive, i.e. new performance trajectory by introducing new 
performance dimensions, new services and processes, etc. 
 
 
3 Public Sector Innovation: This Time from the Citizens’ Perspective 
 
Rogers (1983) defines innovation as ‘an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an 
individual or another unit of adoption’. His examples of innovative policies (and non-policies), 
and barriers to innovation in public administration and policy-making worldwide, highlight a need 
for systematic approaches to exploring the inhibitors and facilitators of innovation. Rogers’ ideas 
have been discussed by Vigoda-Gadotet al. (2005), who developed a comprehensive conceptual 
framework for a system-based analysis of antecedents to and results of innovation, based on 
current knowledge from the business and management sciences. This system-based approach 
advocates new methods for studying innovation. For example, the conventional approach to 
studying organizational innovation is through intra-organization perspectives such as employees 
’ and managers ’ attitudes, technological or financial data, or best practice comparisons across 
firms, cultures, or time (see, for example, Berry, 1994; Evans, 1996; Borins, 2000a, 2001 ). While 
such an approach has been valuable in studies about innovation and its evolution in the modern 
world, they have largely overlooked the perceptions of citizens towards innovation and innovative 
activities of public sector agencies. 
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The literature suggests several individual or organizational-level variables that can be related to 
innovation in the generic managerial environment context (that is, individual factors of 
commitment, esprit de corps, and openness to change, organizational factors of market 
orientation, sales, profitability or competitiveness). 
 
Antecedents to perceived innovation in the public sector 
Studies by Frambach and Schillewaert (2002), Shoham and Rose (2001), Jaworski and Kohli 
(1993), and Narver and Slater (1990) (see figure 1). 
 
Figure 1 
Multinational citizens’ perceptions of public sector innovation in Europe: theoretical models. 
 
The first antecedent that is proposed to relate with public sector innovation is responsiveness of 
public agencies to citizens’ needs. The management science literature defines responsiveness as 
consisting of two sets of activities: design (using information to develop plans) and 
implementation (executing the plans). Thus, studies such as Deshpandeet al.(1997), Kohli and 
Jaworski (1990) , and Narver and Slater (1990) have emphasized informationmanagement and 
information dissemination as strongly related with both responsivenessand building a learning 
process aimed at providing quality services or productsbased on clear and speedy timetables. 
Similarly, the responsiveness of public agenciesmay affect citizens’ perceptions of their 
innovativeness. A responsive agency is one thatis more oriented toward innovativeness as it 
adopts new and creative ways to addresscitizens’ needs. Therefore the hypothesis is shown at 
below: 
H1: Responsiveness of public agencies will have positive impact on Public Sector Innovation. 
 
Another important construct that may serve as an antecedent to innovation in the public sector is 
organizational politics. This construct reflects both the level of conflict and the use of power by 
organizational members in their efforts to influence others and secure interests – or, alternatively, 
to avoid negative outcomes within the organization(Vigoda-Gadot, 2003). Studies on workplace 
politics and conflicts (see, for example, Ferris et al.,1989; Cropanzanoet al.,1997) have suggested 
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that politics reflects fairness and justice in the organization. These studies have supported the 
notion that politics, fairness and justice have substantial impacts on creative organizational 
climate and outcomes (see Kacmar and Ferris, 1991; Ferris and Kacmar, 1992; Folgeret al.,1992; 
Vigoda-Gadot, 2003). As such, organizational politics, especially as perceived by citizens 
(Vigoda-Gadot and Yuval, 2004), may potentially reduce innovativeness and creativity in any 
organization, including those of the public sector. Moreover, interpersonal or interdepartmental 
communications may actually be harmed by higher levels of conflict and politics in the 
organization, which may then reduce innovation and innovativeness. Finally, studies indicate that 
public sector agencies are those which are more exposed to intra-organizational conflicts and 
politics, mainly due to the nexus between the professional and the political cadres since these 
often have diverging interests and visions (Vigoda-Gadot, 2003). The resulting antagonism may 
reduce information dissemination, lessen responsiveness to citizens’ needs and demands (Ruekert 
and Walker, 1987), and inhibit organizational innovativeness (Jaworski and Kohli 1993). 
Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H2: Organizational politics will have a positive impact on public sector innovation. 
 
 
Antecedents to public sector innovation also include professionalism and the proper 
implementation of policies. Public personnel, as policy implementers, are responsible for 
transferring innovative technology, regulations, behaviors and processes to citizens. Public 
service systems may be perceived to be more innovative when the professionalism of bureaucrats 
is high, resulting in improved responses to complex requests and increased responsiveness in 
delivering services. The quality, skills, and training of public personnel, as well as their 
understanding of their jobs and their commitment to their duties, was found to have a positive 
effect on public sector performance at the personal, team and organizational levels (see Terry 
1998 ). Sapat (2004), for example, examined the adoption of environmental policy innovations 
by state administrative agencies vis-à-vis waste regulation and found that administrative 
professionalism is a determinant of innovation adoption. Thus, in their study, they expected that 
the professionalism of the public cadre, as perceived by citizens, would be positively related with 
perceptions of public sector innovation. Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H3: Professionalism will have a positive impact on public sector innovation. 
 
In line with the rationale described for employees, they further argue that top public management 
and leadership plays an important role in instituting organizational changes or innovations in 
public systems (Moon, 1999). Management’s attitude towards change and its willingness to take 
risks should affect innovation positively. A risk-adverse mindset, typical of many state-controlled 
agencies, might reduce innovativeness, and a risk oriented one might enhance it (see Damanpour 
1991; Shoham and Rose 2001; Rose and Shoham 2002). Support from leaders has also been 
identified as critical to the success of innovations (see, for example, Webster 1988; Kohli and 
Jaworski 1990; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Selneset al. 1996). Strong top management support 
increases the chance that innovations will be adopted. Top management’s vision in the public 
sector should also stress innovativeness in order to make its importance apparent to all employees. 
Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H4: Leadership and vision will have a positive impact on public sector innovation. 
 
A potential antecedent to public sector innovation in that model is the ethics and morality of the 
public personnel cadre. More than four decades ago, and subsequently in more recent studies, this 
issue received the attention of influential public administration scholars such as Graham (1974) 
and Golembiewski (1989). Administrative ethics and morality have now become even more 
central in public administration studies (Gawthrop, 1976; Wilenski, 1980; Richardson and Nigro, 
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1991; Suzuki 1995; DeLeon, 1996; Lui and Cooper 1997). However, citizens’ views about such 
topics are considered infrequently, particularly with regard to public sector innovation. We 
therefore expect that citizens who perceive public personnel as interested, honest and ethical will 
expect to see them as more innovative, creative and caring about the systems they serve. The 
citizens as clients’ motif increasingly urges independent perspectives towards moral issues in 
public administration, and such perceptions may positively affect feelings about the 
innovativeness and entrepreneurship of public personnel and public agencies. Therefore the 
hypothesis is shown at below: 
H5: Ethics and morality will have a positive impact on public sector innovation. 
 
Consequences of perceived innovation in the public sector 
To date, most research on the consequences of public sector innovation has focused on the effect 
of innovativeness and innovation adaptation on organizational performance (see, for example, 
Miles et al. 1978; Frambach and Schillewaert 2002). Such research has viewed public sector 
innovation and innovativeness as a strategy aimed at enhancing an organization’s competitive 
advantage and performance. This approach highlights organization-and market level 
consequences and focuses on the economic, business-oriented or managerial outcomes of 
innovation. 
 
Citizens’ satisfaction has been used as a core measure of high performance in public 
administration, local governance and other state or federal agencies (see, for example, Vigoda 
2002; Vigoda and Yuval 2003; Van Ryzinet al. 2004). Its analysis is based on a comprehensive, 
distinctive, reliable and continuous assessment of governmental operations. Public administration 
officials also encourage the use of satisfaction measures as part of performance evaluations for 
public agencies (see Poister and Henry, 1994; Swindell and Kelly, 2000). Although some 
limitations of measuring performance by citizens’ satisfaction have been recognized (see Stipak 
1979, 1980), this method of performance measurement is prevalent in academic studies and 
considered to be an element of the use of performance indicators (PIs) in the public sector. 
Therefore the hypotheses are shown at below: 
H6: Public sector innovation will have a positive impact on citizen’s satisfaction. 
 
Similarly, trust in governance is another aspect of a well-performing bureaucracy. Trust is a 
psycho-political concept. To trust a person, a group or an institution, is to assume their reliability 
to believe that they will act ‘as they should’ (Barber 1983; Citrin and Muste, 1999). 
Psychologically, trust is an informal contract between at least two parties that brings some 
certainty into their relationship. Trusted people are expected to fulfill unwritten agreements, and 
thus allow the trusting person to plan under the assumption that the agreement will be honored. 
Hence, trust has political implications that are relevant for national- and community-level 
relationships such as those between citizens and central and local government or other public 
administration agencies (Nye et al.,1997; Vigoda and Yuval, 2003). Nonetheless, the linkage 
between trust and innovation in public administration has received little empirical consideration. 
Previous studies have suggested that citizens’ trust is related to innovative knowledge sharing 
through inter-organizational networks (Hartley and Benington, 2006), to positive attitudes 
towards new and innovative healthcare technologies (Calnanet al.,2005), and to innovative e-
government initiatives (Hazlett and Hill, 2003). Yet others discussed the relationship between 
creative personnel development and citizens’ trust in non-Western cultures (Caspar, 1993). These 
relationships may be based on social exchange theory (Blau 1964), where people react to the 
efforts of modernization and the improvement of services by having confidence and faith in the 
systems that develop such services. It is thus possible that trust is a reflection of the legitimacy 
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that citizens confer on the bureaucratic system in response to innovative changes and reforms that 
try to make better use of public money. Therefore the hypotheses are shown at below: 
H7: Public sector innovation will have a positive impact on trust in governance. 
 
Finally, organizational image has been shown to impact private firms’ outcomes (see, for 
example, Gatewoodet al.,1993; Dutton et al.,1994; Fombrun, 1996). The public sector’s image 
and organizational outcomes (efficiency, customer satisfaction, intention to join/stay in the 
organization) are positively related (Vigoda-Gadotet al.,2003; Vigoda-Gadot and Ben-Zion, 
2004; Cohen et al.,2005). To the best of our knowledge, the relationship between public sector 
innovation and its perceived image in the eyes of citizens has not yet been fully explored. In 
addition, image may be an outcome of innovation or a mediator leading to outcomes such as 
citizens’ satisfaction and trust in governance. The rationale is that citizens ’ reactions to public 
sector innovation may be based on the accumulated process of image building ( Dutton et al.,1994 
), something which only later leads to satisfaction and trust in governance. Consequently, they 
propose two versions of the theoretical model: one for ‘image as a direct result of innovation 
(Model 1) and the second for ‘image as a mediator between innovation and satisfaction and trust 
(Model 2). Therefore the hypotheses are shown at below: 
 
H8: Public sector innovation will have a positive impact on public sector image. 
H9: Public sector innovation will have a positive impact on trust in governance with public sector 
image as a mediated variable. 
H10: Public sector innovation will have a positive impact on citizen’s satisfaction with public 
sector image as a mediated variable. 
 
 
4 Discussion 
 
According to Figure 1, I think there was a limitation on their studies, because they ignore the 
potentially important variables that mediated between Leadership and Public Sector Innovation 
that is about ‘Commitment’. The results suggested by Steyrer, Schiffinger, Lang (2008) that 
desirable leadership behavior is positively related to subordinates Organizational Commitment, 
and that Organizational Commitment contributes to company performance, even when analyzed 
in conjunction with crucial contextual variables. The literature suggested by Jing & Avery (2008) 
that variables such as using a vision, organizational climate, and trust between leader and 
followers may mediate the relationship between leadership and organizational performance. 
Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H11: Leadership will have a positive impact on organizational commitment. 
 
According to Amabile et al.(1996), Woodman et al.(1993), Sackmann (2003, 2006), Ulwick 
(2002), Anand et al.(2007), leadership creates an entrepreneurial organization culture that fosters 
innovative behavior, in other words leadership as an antecedent of the organizational culture. 
Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H12: Leadership will have a positive impact on organizational commitment with organizational 
culture as a mediated variable. 
 
And the study contributed by Boon &Arumugam (2006) provide a better understanding of the 
influence of corporate culture on organizational commitment among employees within the 
context of the Malaysian semiconductor sector. In an entrepreneurial culture members of the 
organization identify opportunities and risks based on their perceptions of the internal and external 
organizational environment, integrate available resources, and bring in other individuals to enable 
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them to undertake creative and innovative ventures (Sternberg, Kaufman &Pretz, 2003; Mumford 
&Licuanan, 2004; Chen, 2007). Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H13: The organizational culture will have a positive impact on organizational commitment. 
 
Organizational culture has been defined as the basic beliefs commonly held and learned by a 
group, that govern the group members’ perceptions, thoughts, feelings and actions, and that are 
typical for the group as a whole (Sackmann, 2003). It represents a complex pattern of beliefs, 
expectations, ideas, values, attitudes, and behaviors shared by the members of an organization 
that evolve over time (Trice & Beyer, 1984). This line of research (Amabile, 1997; Farson& 
Keyes, 2002) suggests that leadership plays an instrumental role in fostering innovation by 
affecting the organization’s culture, within which individual behavior is manifested. Amabile’s 
research (1997), e.g., suggests that leadership is crucial to provide the inclination for innovation 
in an organization. Leaders play an important role in developing an innovation-oriented company 
by supporting creativity through providing resources, e.g., sufficient time, training, coaching, and 
money. Leaders also play an important role in encouraging new idea generation by providing 
individuals with the freedom to try new things and with challenging work. In this sense, creativity 
is the seed of innovation that requires watering by leaders. 
 
Bounded delegation leaders also foster innovation by creating a sharing culture that facilitates 
interaction and information sharing among individuals across the organization (Damanpour, 
1991; Ahmed, 1998; McDermott, 1999; Menzel et al., 2008). This interaction and information 
sharing is an important means of allowing organization members’ views and opinions to be heard 
and for knowledge to be transferred (Menzel et al., 2008). Damanpour (1991) also suggests that 
internal communication is helpful to organizational innovativeness, while McDermott (1999) 
emphasizes that it is important to develop existing knowledge communities to facilitate 
information sharing. The results of the study revealed by Boon &Arumugam (2006) that 
communication; training and development, reward and recognition, and teamwork are positively 
associated with employees’ commitment. Also, communication was perceived as a dominant 
corporate culture dimension; it was associated with significant improvements in employees’ 
organizational commitment. 
 
One of the most ambitious research programs ever done in the area of innovation and creativity 
was the Minnesota Innovation Research Program led by Van de Ven, Angle, and Poole (1989) at 
the University of Minnesota. Although only one of the chapters in the book reporting on the 
research is focused explicitly on elements of organizational culture, the scope and depth of the 
research has had a significant impact on the innovation body of knowledge. Angle’s (1989) 
chapter on psychology and organizational innovation is supported by the data collected in the 
larger research program and contributes the most to the topic of organizational culture and 
innovation. 
 
One other literature review conducted by Tesluk, Farr, and Klein (1997) was identified. Their 
search focused on how organizational culture and climate influenced creativity at the individual 
level. Drawing on the work of the scholars described above, among others, Tesluk et al. identified 
five dimensions of organizational climate that influence creativity, including goal emphasis, 
means emphasis, reward orientation, task support, and socio-emotional support. Therefore the 
hypothesis is shown at below: 
H14: The organizational culture will have a positive impact on public sector innovation. 
 
Since Professionalism related as well as their understanding of their jobs and their commitment 
to their duties, was found to have a positive effect on public sector performance at the personal, 
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team and organizational levels (Terry, 1998), in other word the professionalism will create 
commitment. Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H15: Professionalism will have a positive impact on organizational commitment. 
 
Innovation is driven by motivation, in particular intrinsic motivation. Some of the numerous sets 
of theories on motivation are briefly discussed with the implications for the Public Service. 
Intrinsic motivation implies that people are motivated from within. Angle (1989) first reviewed 
the literature related to how motivation is important for creativity and innovation, noting that 
intrinsic motivation for creativity is much more powerful in producing creative behavior than 
extrinsic motivation. The three main drivers of intrinsic motivation are: Collaboration, Context, 
and Choice 
 
Collaborating in a well performing group creates excitement and commitment. However poorly 
performing groups can be very demotivated. Group performance can be improved through 
developing individual skills in groups, structuring groups to perform well, and through 
organization norms and expectations. 
 
Context is the ability to see the bigger picture of what is trying to be achieved. Organizations that 
lack the ability to see context are often concerned with such things as internal politics, office size, 
and access to harbor views. Better performing organizations will focus on effectiveness and 
efficiency. Excellent organizations will also focus on the real purpose of what they are achieving. 
Many public servants have a deep commitment to the purpose of the organization, but this can be 
eroded through poor management and bureaucracy. 
 
Choice enables people to feel in control of their lives. Choice can be offered in terms of what 
staffs do, how they do it, or when they do it. People are very adept at fitting into the prevailing 
norms. The key to successful management is to build a chosen culture. It is powerful, enduring 
and will colour every other action taken within the organization. Based on above explanation 
about motivation, we may conclude that one of the key factors that drive motivation is 
commitment, in other word ‘commitment of employee will create positive effect, called 
motivation. Therefore the hypothesis is shown at below: 
H16: Commitment will have a positive effect on public sector innovation with intrinsic motivation 
as an intervening variable. 
 
According to the literature review above, we may fill the gap from The Model in Figure 1, as seen 
below in the Figure 2.  
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Figure 2. 
Key factors as antecedent and consequence of public innovation (modified by writer) 
 
 
5 Conclusion and Implication 
 
The theoretical models examined both the antecedents and possible outcomes of innovation in 
public sector. The findings, based on these models, led us to believe that the theoretical models 
are useful but can be improved by narrowing the explanatory set of variables and striving to create 
an integrated model. For this purpose, and based on literature review, another author was 
suggested five alternative models that emphasize three major antecedents of innovation 
(responsiveness, leadership and vision, and organizational politics) as well as three citizen-
oriented outcome variables (image, trust, and satisfaction). While I am add Organizational Culture 
as a creation of Leadership, and Commitment as a mediated variable between leadership or 
organizational culture and public innovation. In other words, commitment role as a variable that 
fill the missing link between leadership/organizational culture and public sector innovation, which 
others often ignore it. Besides, I also add intrinsic motivation variable as the consequences of 
employees’ high commitment. 
 
The finding about the relationship between responsiveness and perceptions of innovativeness is 
consistent with several studies from the field of management and marketing (see, for example, 
Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990; Deshpande et al., 1997). In addition, and to 
the best of our knowledge, the finding about the relationship between leadership and vision and 
perceptions of innovativeness is less common and has received less attention in previous studies. 
Other variables, such as the professionalism of public sector officers, the perceived level of ethics 
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and morality among public sector employees, and internal politics, as perceived by citizens, seem 
important, but according to their empirical findings, demonstrated very little or no relationship 
with perceptions of innovativeness. Most of these relationships were found only in the bivariate 
analysis and diminished in the more complex, multivariate analyses. We conclude therefore that 
these variables, although highlighted extensively in previous management and public 
administration studies (see Webster 1988; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; 
Selnes et al. 1996; Moon 1999; Shoham and Rose 2001), are only secondary to responsiveness 
and to leadership and vision in their effect on public sector innovation in Europe. Nonetheless, 
they believe that they still deserve attention in future studies. 
 
Their findings in the Figure 1 is that public sector innovation has a main effect on image, but that 
in the same vein it has a secondary, relevant effect on trust in governance and also on citizens’ 
satisfaction with services. This latter interpretation is more consistent with other studies that put 
stronger emphasis on citizens’ satisfaction (for example, Poister and Henry 1994; Swindell and 
Kelly 2000; Van Ryzin et al. 2004), or on citizens’ trust in governance (for example, Caspar 1993; 
Gabris et al. 2001; Calnan et al. 2005; Carter and Bélanger 2005; Hartley and Benington, 2006) 
as major outcomes of the innovative/well-performing public sector or as outcomes of the image 
and reputation of the public sector in the eyes of citizens. 
 
The theoretical implication of this study is that a primary theoretical contribution can be made in 
the general context of innovation studies in public management. The citizens-as-clients 
perspective enriches the customer-marketing perspective by adding a dimension of the public 
marketing arena to the business-oriented studies on innovation. In the opposite direction, this 
study exemplifies how managerial thinking contributes to our knowledge in public administration, 
in line with the prevailing philosophy of New Public Management (NPM). Therefore, this study 
makes a cross-disciplinary contribution both to managerial and business thinking and to the 
specific field of public administration and public policy, as well as to public opinion and 
communication studies. 
 
In addition, the study contributes to our understanding of public sector innovation by adding 
variables – such as organizational culture, commitment, and intrinsic motivation – that have not 
yet been studied in this context.  
 
Beyond its theoretical and regional contribution, this study may also have some practical 
implication. First, the study emphasizes several factors that can enhance innovation in public 
sector. Beyond the attention already paid in many countries to the quality of leadership and vision, 
to the creation of an appropriate ethical and moral climate, and to the improvement of 
professionalism among public servants, this study suggests two other variables that deserve more 
attention: responsiveness and internal politics. The practitioners in the public sector realm should 
pay more attention to the improvement of responsiveness to citizens by various techniques 
(technological, sociological and psychological). The stronger the sense of responsiveness, the 
stronger the perception of the specific public sector agency as innovative. This recommendation 
is also much in line with the interest in recent years in the NPM doctrine. Another practical 
implication is the idea that internal politics in public administration may damage the innovative 
climate as perceived by citizens and thus may have a negative effect on other organizational 
outcomes such as image, satisfaction and trust (Vigoda, 2003). Whereas the findings in this regard 
were rather not perfect, it still encourages future studies to replicate and re-test the model in figure 
2. 
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